The record establishes that some of these reprimands issued to Tice were
part of a pattern of harrassment against him.  Of the four pertinent repri-
mands issued to Tice (not including the letter issued with regard to the
June 6 incident) after his complaints to Radiant, only one appears to have
been of substance.  Tice admitted having dusted his clothing with an air hose
on April 10, 1978, in violation of company safety rules.  On the other hand,
Tice was cited "on April 14, 1978, for'not wearing goggles and a respirator at
a time when he was not operating the drill.  The company safety rule required
such use only when drilling.  Although Tice was al'so reprimanded for negli-
gently having caused steels to fall from the drill, it has been established
that the drill had faults that had not been corrected.  J. R. Newton had no
reasonable basis for his conclusion that Tice was at fault.  Finally, Tice
was also given a reprimand for failing to turn the fuel line back on.  In
view of the fact that it is uncontradicted, Tice's explanation of the inci-
dent is accepted.  Because the filter change had not been completed when
Johnson directed him to quit for the day, Tice could not have turned the
fuel line valve back on.  The lack of a sound basis for the issuance of
three of the four reprimands supports a finding that they were issued to
harass Tice.  The assertions of Joseph McCullough to the effect that Radiant
management did not have a "program" to get rid of Tice and that the concur-
rence of Tice's complaints with the issuance of reprimands was coincidental
are without foundation.  It is clear that the unwarranted reprimands were
not motivated by unprotected activity.

DISCHARGE

The  record  establishes that Tice's discharge on June 8,   1978,   after he
had made safety complaints about the condition of the drill,  was adverse
action motivated in part by protected activity.

The letter of  termination  sent to Tice on June 7,   1978,  gave as  the
cause  for  the discharge "the continuing violations * *  *  of the Federal,
State  and company safety rules and  especially the  seriousness of the latest
violation occurring on June 6,   1978."     The  accident which occurred  on June 6,
1978,  was due in part  to  Tice's negligence.     As  the' arbitrator found,   the
role   that Tice played  in causing  the accident was  serious  enough to have
warranted  suspension.     Obviously,  the violation of a Federal,   state or com-
pany  safety rule or  regulation is not   the  type of activity afforded  the pro-
tection of  the Act,  however,  the record establishes disparate  treatment of
Tice for his   part  in  the June 6 incident and that  some of  the  reprimands
issued  for  the alleged violations were part of a pattern of harassment  taken
against Tice  in part for the safety complaints that he made.

On  the last day on which Tice  worked for Radiant,   Tice  and  his helper
Stubbe encountered problems getting the drill carrier started.     Once'they
succeeded  in doing so,  they proceeded  to  the appropriate location and com-
menced  drilling.     Tice's helper  informed Tommy Johnson that a  problem existed
starting  the carrier.     While Tice was  still drilling and without Tice's
knowledge,   Tommy Johnson crawled under  the vehicle.     Tice was at  the rear of
the carrier;   Tommy Johnson was in front of the carrier.     Tice completed  the
officials involved  regarding  the  alleged   safety problem and told  the  officials
